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Upon entry of toe insmt amendment, claims I, 2, 8, 9, 10, U, 12, 13, and 29 are 
pending. Claims I and 29 Iwve been amended- It is re^ecimUy submined that the Claims . as 
amended, define patentable subject matter over the references of record- Acconiingly, it is 
respectfully submitted diat the ^plication is in condition for allowance, 

CLAIM ^ftEj|!CTlQNS UNDER 3S U,S.C, ^ ^02 

Claims 1, 2, 8, 9. U and 13 have been rejected imder 35 U.S,C. § 102(e) a3 being 
anticipated by Bennett, et al., U,S, Patent No, 6,633,846 (nhe Bennen patent")- In order for 
there to be anticipation, each and every one of die elements must be found in a single reference. 
It is respectfully submitted that the claims leciie elements dearly not disclosed or suggested by 
tbfi Pennen patents For example, the claims recite an input/output device for receiving voice 
inputs and converting those inputs to a first data stream and transmitting the first dai^ snream to 
text by way of a voice recognition system, located at the remote server. The Bennen patent does 
not disclose or suggest such aichiiecture. As such, there can be no anticipation. 

CLA^^ y^CTIQNS UNDER 3S U.S.C, ^ 103 

Claims JO and 12 have been rejected under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Bennen et al. patent in view of "Official Notice", In order for the Examiner lo establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness, three criteria must be met as set forth in MPEP § 2143, 

"First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in *e Jcnowledge generally available to one of ordinary sjdll 
in the art, to modify the references or to combine reference teachings- 
Second, there must be some reasonable expectation of success. Fin^y, the 
prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations. 

The teaching or suggestion to malce the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior an, not 
in the Applicant's disclosure." 

As discussed above, none of the references disclose or suggest a client server system in 
which the voice recognition software is disposed in the server as recited in the claims at issue. 
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Thus, it is respectfiUly sabmitted tlwt the Examiner Jws failed to make out a prima facie case of 
obviousness. More panicularJy, as set forth above, the system iu the Peweti, et aj, pateqt 
discloses a system in which the voice processiug is done by the client device. Such speech 
processing is bigWy computational intensive. Although the ©ennett. et al. system purports to 
have real time perfonnance, such real time petfoimancc could only be provided with a relatively 
expensive processor in order to achieve such real time perfotroance and still handle the 
computational intensive processing requited Sat speech recognition. ( ... the system achieves a 
real time performance that is believed to be highly optimized, because other latencies (i.e., client 
side computational latencies, packet fonnation latencies, transmtssioo latencies are minimized). 
Bennett, et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,633,846, column 23, lines }-4)). 

The system recited in the claims at issue eliminates the need for an expensive processor for the 
client side device by simply utilizing the client device to convm the voice data to a first data 
soream, for example, a simple analog to digital conversion. The first daw stream is then 
transmitted by the hand-held device to a remote server system which has a relatively powerful 
microprocessor for handling the ^eech recognition computation in a very efficient manner to 
enable a remote data base to be accessed and data to be returned to the hand^held device virtually 
in real lime. The Bennett patent does not disclose or suggest an arcbitecnire which allows a 
relatively inexpensive client device such as a PDA. to be used to access data fifom a imote data 
base as in the claims recited in fte claims at issue. Moreover, the Bennett patent does not 
disclose a simple method fiw writing prescriptions or accessing patent infimnation, as die system 
recited in the claims at issue. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted dwt the claims, as 
amended, recite patentable subject matter over dxe references cited. The Examiner is respectfidly 
requested to reconsider and widtdraw the rejection of djese claims. 

For all the above reasons, dw Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and 
wi&draw the rejections of the claims. 
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